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Independent claims 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpaten 
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Remarks 

Claims 1-26 are pentjing in the application. All claims stand rejected by the 
Office Action dated January 9, 2006. By this paper claims 1,15. and 21 have been 
amended. Claim 26 Is canceled 



, 15, and 21 are rejected In the Office Action under 35 
able over US. Publication No. 2004/0264435 to Chari et 
al. ("Chari") in view of U.S. f»ublication No. 2004/0268145 to Watldns et al. 
("Watkins"). 

Claim 1 recites the lijnitation of "perfomiing remote agentless scanning of the 
fir^t netvtfork device automatically in response to detection of the first network device." 

Agentless scanning is the scanning of the first network device without downloading a 

I 

software agent onto the firs : network device. With respect to agentless scanning, the 
specification states that "thei scanning module 135 scans the first network device 110 
without the use of software loaded on the first network device." Page 9. paragraph 
[0030]. 

In order to advance |)rosecutlon, claim 1 is amended to recite that the remote 
agentless scanning is *1o thereby avoid downloading a software agent to the first 
network device." The amer dment clarifies that softwareiagents are not loaded onto 
the first network device for scanning. If deployment of software agents on remote 
devices Is not required, the i scanning speed is increased, the need for agent 

la flexible environment that is! not dependent on target- 

I ; ] 

^s can be appreciated, agentless scanning is less 



patching is eliminated, and 
specific agents is created. 



invasive than loading a software agent onto a device 
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The Office Action cor cedes that Chari does not tejach scanning of the first 
network device in response 
for its teaching of determinii ig 
security integrity. However, 
states that: 



I 

to detection of the first netwcjrk device. Watkins is cited 

! 

I that a user's remote device should be scanned for 

! 

Watkins does not teach agehtless scanning. Watkins 



st 



If the gateway 1 in 
step S4, the gateway 
device 3 an applet 
contemplated l3y the 
remote network devite 
applet uses the scrip 
example, reading 
running various 
applet assigns val 
For example, the 
pairs (e.g., "variable 



S3 detemiined that a scarji is to be performed, then in 
1 downloads to the web browser 2 of the remote network 
albng with a scan script to be mn by the applet. It is 
invention that the scan script is run on the platform of the 
5 3 using a signed Java api:^et. in step 85, the signed 
to scan the user's remote network device by, for 
. reading directories, checking for running programs, 
land or the like, in step S6, after the scan is done, the 
to cert:ain variables that ard specified in the scan script 
et sends the results of the s|can in the forni of multiple 
value") to the gateway 1 . l 



fileb, 
comi nand 



lue> 



applet 



cr 



Watkins at page 3, 

Watkins teaches tha 
the remote network device 
suggest agentless scan nine 
remote device. 

"To establish prima 
limitations must be taught 
neither Chari nor Watkins 
elements of claims 1, appli^nt 
render claim 1 unpatentabi » 
and 21 with similar amendrjients 
at least the above argued 
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paragra|)h [0047]. 

an applet and scan script isjdownloaded to and run by 

I 

I in order to perform a scan, j Watkins does not teach or 
which avoids the downloading of software agents to a 



^acie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim 



J 



suggested by the prior art. 'i MPEP § 2143.03. Because 
t caches or suggests, alone of in combination, all the 
respectfully submits that| these references do not 
Applicant further respectfully submits that claims 15, 
, are patentably distinct over the cited references for 
rfeasons. Claims 2-14, 16-20,' and 22-25 are also 
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pasfage 



patentably distinct by virtue 
respectively. 

Tlie additionally citec 
Moore et al. and U.S. Pater 
limitations of the independe it 

Claim 4 further recite s 
(LDAP) query, and transmitjing 
the OfRce Action cites to 
no mention in the cited 
transmitting a Domain Nam 
suggested by the cited 

Claim 12 further 
windows domain. Watkins 
of a windows domain. Witlfn 
Watkins teaches that 
an IP address. In Watkins, 
address is a windows domain 
scanning which includes 
domain. In claim 12, the 
network device is in the 
an IP address is used to 
does not teach determining 



Df their dependence from claims 1,15, and 21 , 



references of U.S. Publication No. 2001/0047401 to 

i 

No. 6,324,656 to Gleichauf jet aL also fail to disclose the 
claims. ; 

"transmlttirig a Lightweight birectory Access Protocol 

a Domain Name System jquery." For this limitation. 

I 

4, paragraph [0061] of Chiari. However, Chart makes 

! 

, or anywhere else, of transmitting a LDAP query or 

i 

3 System query. These limitations are not taught or 
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refe enoes. ! 

recijes determining if the first netWork device is part of a 

I 

ails to teach detemiining if the first network device is part 
the IntemeL domains are ciefined by IP addresses. 



deten nining whether to run a scan 



may depend on the value of 



there is no mention of detemiining whether the IP 

Furthermore, claim 12 requires performing agentless 

t ; 

determining if the first network device is part of a windows 

j 

is already being performed and detenrnining if the 
wirldows domain is part of scanning. In Watkins, the value of 
d^ermine whether or not to even initiate the scan. Watkins 
a domain value in running a scan. 



scan 



^F^T AVAiH.ARLE COPV 



10 



PAGE 13/14 ' RCVD AT 3/29/2006 1 :05:26 PM [Eastern SM^^ 



03/29/2006 11: FAX 801 578 6999 



STOEL RIVES 



Should there remain 
conference, the examiner is 
Reconsideration of all pendihg 
remarks is respectfully requested. 



my issues that may be resolved by a telephone 

i 

invited to contact the applicant's representative below. 

I 

claims in View of the amendments and following 



STOEL RIVES LLP 
One Utah Center Suite 11 Op 
201 S Main Street 
Salt Lake City. UT 84111-4904 
Telephone: (801)328-313' 
Facsimile: (801)678-6999 



11014 
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Respectfully submitted, 

. .. i 

Altlris, Inc. 
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